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latter offered an alternative interpretation of this particular set of customs as expressions of structural rearrangements between persons and groups involved in a marriage alliance.
There can be no doubt that this change in emphasis brought many benefits to comparative sociology. But it also brought with it a certain neglect of questions of long-term change, indeed of social change altogether. One result was a tendency not only to reject pseudo-history (i.e. the speculative reconstruction of sequences of social development) but also history itself. For instance, while political systems were differentiated one from another, such differentiation was treated as purely morphological, with no developmental implications. In their influential analysis of 'African political systems' (1940), Fortes and Evans-Pritchard analysed the differences between the centralized and acephalous types; the latter term referred to non-centralized societies, often known as segmentary because of the processes of association that characterized them. They treated these two types as of equal standing, without considering the question of the changes from one to the other, nor yet the general direction of those changes. This self-imposed limitation of the discussion to differences of morphology and process of the societies themselves naturally left on one side the more speculative problem of long-term change, even though the analyses of individual societies made by these writers certainly drew attention to dynamic factors.
This trend was reinforced by the general swing to 'cultural relativism', since if one could set types side by side instead of one above another, the element of value judgment implied in the temporal ordering of data was automatically removed. Even so there was clearly a certain degree of ambivalence towards the study of long-term and short-term social change. While synchronic studies of single societies largely avoided both problems, any broader comparison, as Parsons has pointed out, brings the 'evolutionary' question back into focus.
Of no topic is this truer than studies of the general development of the human mind or thought. Here we face the two characteristic dilemmas of those considering long-term change. Firstly there is the dilemma of the participant observer. We look at the question not as an investigator examines geological layers, but from the inside outwards. We start with the conviction that there are important differences between ourselves (variously defined) and the rest. Otherwise how come that they are under-developed (or developing) and we are developed (or over-developed)? Or to revert to the earlier classification, why are they primitive and we advanced? We try to state the nature of these differences in very general terms-the move from myth to history, from magic to science, from status to contract, cold to hot, concrete to abstract, collective to individual, ritual to rationality. Such movement inevitably tends to be phrased not only in terms of process but of progress too; in other words it acquires a value element. While there is nothing necessarily wrong, this procedure tends to distort the way we perceive the kind of development that has occurred, especially when this is seen in such very general terms as, for example, LevyBruhl's division into pre-logical and logical mentalities.
A consideration of Levy-Bruhl leads us to the second dilemma, that of the functionalist or the cultural relativist. One basic functionalist objection to thinking in terms of change is that a wrong judgment may distort an analysis of the structure. The objection has much force. But all analysis of social change, whatever the nature of the evidential basis, tends to get tarred with the same brush. We can perhaps overcome the 3 objection to sketching out the development of man's thinking, if we bear in mind the limits of the evidence and the possibility of any distortion to synchronic studies. For we are always faced with the problem that if as cultural relativists we throw aside not only Levy-Bruhl but the whole developmental problem, there is still the tendency for another schema to creep back in its place. One recent attempt is Levi-Strauss' study of La Pense'e Sauvage, translated into English as The Savage Mind. I cannot discuss the contents of this influential book in the course of a brief paper, but it does illustrate both of the dilemmas mentioned above. One needs to say straight away that there are two themes in LUvi-Strauss' analysis of the human mind. There is differentiation; there is similarity; and apparently with regard to the same features. The sentiment is unexceptional (I cannot believe that on one level anyone could think otherwise, anyhow if we lessen the 2-300,000 to 50,oo0, the emergence of Homo sapiens): at least we avoid the radical dichotomy. But we do so apparently by rejecting all consideration of the specific factors, including intellectual tradition, institutional setting and manner of communication, that lay behind the emergence of a Plato or an Einstein. We move from the crude dichotomy to an ahistorical unity.
The starting point of The Savage Mind is a dichotomy of 'mind' or 'thought' into savage (or 'prior') and domesticated. This opposition has many of the characteristics of the earlier 'we-they' division into primitive and advanced, even though the author tries to set aside some of its implications. He attempts to give the new dichotomy a more specific historical base, seeing 'savage' knowledge as characteristic of the neolithic age and the domesticated variety as dominating the modern period. In making this division, he specifically denies the continuity of scientific endeavour, seeing 'two distinct modes of scientific thought'. But then he goes on to deny the 'evolutionary' implication of his position. 'These [modes] are certainly not a function of different stages of development of the human mind but rather of two strategic levels at which nature is accessible to scientific enquiry: one roughly adapted to that of perception and the imagination: the other at a remove from it ' (1966: 15) . 4 Since all these terms are capable of a number of interpretations, one may certainly misunderstand the author's meaning. But the position does appear to be a classic example of 'having it both ways', a frequent solution to the dilemmas we have outlined above. The major difficulty arises from the simplistic dichotomy into 'we' and 'they' which dogs so much sociological enquiry into long-term development. In those areas of social life where we can trace with some certitude the course of longterm changes, we find a whole sequence of developments, not one cataclysmic transformation. For example, there is a continuity as well as a discontinuity of 'scientific' or 'technological' tradition, one step leading by more or less circuitous paths to another. Why should such a pattern be any less likely in matters of the 'mind'?
In looking at the changes that have taken place in human thought, we must abandon the egocentric dichotomies that have characterized social thought in the period of European expansion. Instead we should look for more specific criteria for man's development. Nor should we neglect the material concomitants of the process of mental 'domestication', for they are not only the manifestations of thought, invention, creativity, they also shape its future forms. They are not only the products of communication but also part of its determining features.
So even if the message cannot reasonably be reduced to the medium, any changes in the system of human communication must have great implications for the content. Indeed, our starting point must be that the acquisition of language, which is an attribute of mankind alone, is basic to all social institutions, all normative behaviour.3
Many writers have seen the development of language as a prerequisite of thought itself. Into this argument, which is partly a definitional problem, we do not need to delve. But it is worth noting that the archaeological evidence of extensive human culture, as depicted in the wall paintings of the Upper Palaeolithic and in the burial practices of the Neanderthals, coincides with the appearance of a man with the larger brain that would seem to be necessary for the type of communicative and storage systems associated with speech.
Of course, the existence of language does tend to dichotomize. You either have it or you don't. Human languages appear to display few differences in their potentiality for adaption to development. Whatever differences there may be in the language of 'primitive', 'intermediate' and 'advanced' peoples, apart from vocabulary, these factors seem to have little effect in inhibiting or encouraging social change. In making this point, I am deliberately setting aside certain implications of Benjamin Lee Whorf's seminal comparison of SAE (Standard Average European) and Hopi, as well as the multitude of anthropological analyses that tend to treat man as imprisoned by the concepts he has produced and hence fail to account for the generative aspects of his culture.
The dichotomy between those with language and those without has 5 little to do with the kind of differences which concern us here. However, it does suggest that an examination of the systems of communication, a study of the technology of the intellect, can throw further light on developments in the sphere of human thinking. For those studying social interaction, developments in the technology of the intellect must always be crucial. After language the next most important advance in this field lay in the reduction of speech to graphic forms, in the development of writing. Here we can see not one major change but a series of changes, many of them spread through a process of diffusion that can be largely reconstructed. These culminated in the relatively simple form of alphabetic writing in widespread use today, and whose proposed adoption Lenin once described as the revolution of the East. If we think of changes in communication as being critical, and if we see them as multiple rather than simple in character, then the old dichotomy between primitive (or 'prior') and advanced disappears, not only for 'thought' but for social organization as well. For the introduction of writing has had a great influence on politics, religion and economics; kinship institutions seem influenced only in a secondary way, for reasons that will shortly be discussed. In saying this I am not attempting to put forward a simple, technologically determined, sequence of cause and effect; there are too many eddies and currents in the affairs of men to justify a monocausal explanation of a unilineal kind. On the other hand, there is a halfway house between the choice of a single cause and the complete rejection of causal implications. A major line of thinking in sociology and anthropology, especially in the Durkheimian tradition, has tended to neglect the technological changes that other disciplines, such as prehistory, have found so significant. There were two reasons for this tendency. One was the attempt to establish sociology as a distinct subject dealing with a special category of facts deemed 'social'; in social anthropology there was a parallel attempt (deriving from the same Durkheimian source) to steer clear of the study of 'material culture' and concentrate upon the 'social'. The second reason lay in Weber rather than in Durkheim; his qualifications to Marx's thesis involved a partial shift in emphasis from production to ideology, from 'infrastructure' to 'superstructure', a trend that has become increasingly dominant in some later social theory.
Tie significance of technological factors has to be judged independently of ideological considerations. In the realm of thought they are important for two special reasons. We are dealing with developments in the technology of communicative acts, a study of which enables us to make a bridge between social theory and communications theory. Secondly a stress upon the implications of changes in the technology of communications can be seen as an attempt to discuss in more manageable terms a topic that has become increasingly obscure and scholastic. 6
In an earlier paper (1963) Watt and I tried to lay out some of the features we saw as being closely linked to the advent of writing and in particular to the invention of the alphabetic system that made widespread literacy possible. We suggested that logic in our modern sense (and we did not give the same value to this discovery as Levy-Bruhl and other philosophers) seemed to be a function of writing, since it was the setting down of speech that enabled man clearly to separate words, to manipulate their order and to develop syllogistic forms of reasoning; these latter were seen as specifically literate rather than oral, even making use of another purely graphic isolate, the letter, in its original formulation. A similar argument applies to the law of contradiction, which Levy-Bruhl deemed absent in primitive societies. From one standpoint his claim was nonsense. Yet it is certainly easier to perceive contradictions in writing than it is in speech, partly because one can formalize the statements in a syllogistic manner and partly because writing arrests the flow of oral converse so that one can compare side by side utterances which have been made at different times and at different places. Hence there is some reason behind Levy-Bruhl's distinction between logical and pre-logical mentality, as well as behind his discussion of the law of contradiction. But the emphasis is quite wrong. Because he fails to consider the mechanics of communication, he is led to make wrong deductions concerning mental differences.
The same kinds of consideration apply to numbers as apply to other words. The development of Babylonian mathematics also depended upon the prior development of a graphic system, though not necessarily an alphabetic one. The relationship between writing and mathematics holds true even at an elementary level. In 1970 I spent a short time revisiting the LoDagaa of Northern Ghana, whose main contact with literacy began with the opening of a primary school in Birifu in 1949. In investigating their mathematical operations I found that while nonschool boys were expert in counting a large number of cowries (shell money), a task they often performed more quickly and more accurately than I, they had little skill at multiplication. The concept of multiplication was not entirely lacking; they did think of four piles of five cowries as equalling twenty. But they had no ready-made table in their minds (the 'table' being essentially a written aid to 'oral' arithmetic) by which they could calculate more complex sums. The contrast was even more true of subtraction and division; the former can be worked by oral means (though literates would certainly take to pencil and paper for the more complex sums), the latter is basically a literate technique. The difference is not so much one of thought or mind as of the mechanics of communicative acts.
There are two other general points I want to make about the mental processes involved. I remarked that most LoDagaa were quicker in counting large sums of cowries. The other general point is this. There are some specialist groups of traders, such as the overseas Yoruba, whose ability to calculate relatively complex sums is linked to their role as distributors of European goods, breaking down bulk items into small packages. Such transactions require a careful consideration of the profit and the loss, and this attention the Yoruba certainly give. How far their ability in this direction is a feed-back of literate achievement is difficult to know; the 'table' (as its name suggests) is essentially a graphic device, yet it is used as an instrument of oral calculation. Among the Yoruba this ability to calculate is normally transmitted in 'family' lines; it is subject to the limitations of oral transmission, which tends rapidly to formalize a body of knowledge. I have already mentioned that the absence of writing means that it is difficult to isolate a segment of human discourse (e.g. mathematical discourse) and subject it to the same highly individual, highly intense, highly abstract, highly critical analysis that we can give 8 to a written formula. But there is also a further point. Since the same complaint of formalization is often levelled at the corpus of written knowledge, let me provide a simple illustration to show the difference. If an individual Yoruba were to develop a new mode of calculation, the chance that this creative achievement would survive him depends primarily upon its 'utility'. I do not give this term the narrow meaning assigned by L6vi-Strauss in his dismissal of Malinowski (1966: 3) but simply intend to infer that it is a now or never matter; there is no chance that his discovery will be acclaimed at a later date; there is no store for subsequent recall. This is no trivial consideration; what happens here is part and parcel of the tendency of oral cultures towards cultural homeostasis; those innumerable mutations of culture that emerge in the ordinary course of verbal interaction are either adopted by the group or get eliminated in the process of transmission from one generation to the next. If one is adopted, the individual signature (it is difficult to avoid the literate image) tends to get forgotten, whereas in written cultures the very knowledge that a work will endure in time, in spite of commercial or political pressures, stimulates the creative process and encourages the recognition of individuality.
The growth of individuality is another of the vague generalities applied to the mental development of mankind. Once again, there is something to be explained. Durkheim tried to do so by means of another dichotomy, the shift from mechanical to organic solidarity; the growth of the division of labour meant the increasing differentiation of roles; advanced society was characterized by heterogeneity as against homogeneity and this state of affairs was reflected in the 'conscience collective' of uncomplicated societies (for as Parsons has pointed out the conscience collective was at first assigned only to these latter) and to the kinds of solidary bond that existed between persons and groups.
Again there is something to the Durkheimian argument. But the process he describes is more likely to produce a series of partially differentiated sub-groups rather than the kind of activity usually associated with the growth of individualism in the West. There was certainly more than one factor involved in this vaguely defined process; but the changes in human communication that followed the extension of alphabetic literacy in Greece and the introduction of the printed word in Renaissance Europe were surely important factors. Yet they are given no consideration in his argument.
Another common element in differentiating between primitive and advanced societies, one that is discussed by L'vi-Strauss as well as Cassirer before him, has to do with the contrast between myth and history (Goody and Watt, 1963: 321-6). There is, of course, a simpleminded sense in which history is tied to the use of documentary material and hence inseparable from literate cultures; before that, all is pre-9 history, the prehistory of societies dominated by myth. Without going into the many ambiguities involved in the definition of myth, there is a sense in which this concept involves a backward look at that which is either untrue or unverifiable. And the concept literally comes into being at the time when writing enabled mankind to set one account of the universe or the pantheon beside another and hence perceive the contradictions that lie between them. There are thus two senses in which the characterization of the 'savage mind' as 'pre-historical' relates to the distinction between literate and pre-literate societies. I have mentioned two sociological discussions that would gain from a consideration of the consequences of changes that have occurred in systems of communicative acts. The written word does not replace speech, any more than speech replaces gesture. But it adds an important dimension to much social action. This is especially true of the politicolegal domain, for the growth of bureaucracy clearly depends to a considerable degree upon the ability to control 'secondary group' relationships by means of written communications. Indeed it is interesting to note that the terms in which Cooley originally defined the primary group are very close to those used for pre-literate societies. 'By primary group, I mean those characterized by intimate face-to-face association and co-operation. The result of intimate association, psychologically, is a certain fusion of individualities in a common whole, so that one's very self, for many purposes at least, is the common life and purpose of the that the adoption of written modes of communication was intrinsic to the development of more wide-ranging, more depersonalized and more abstract systems of government; at the same time, the shift from oral intercourse meant assigning less importance to face-to-face situations, whether in the form of the interview or audience, of personal service or national festivals, in which the renewal of ties of obedience was often as significant as the religious rites.
In this essay I have tried to take certain of the characteristics that Levi-Strauss and others have regarded as marking the distinction between primitive and advanced, between wild and domesticated thinking, and to show that many of the valid aspects of these somewhat vague dichotomies can be related to changes in the mode of communication, especially the introduction of writing. The advantage of this approach lies in the fact that it does not simply describe the differences but relates them to a third set of facts, and thus provides some kind of explanation, some kind of mechanism, for the changes that are assumed to occur.
A recognition of this factor also modifies our view of the nature of those differences. The traditional characterization is essentially a static one in that it gives no reason for change, no idea of how or why domestication occurred, it assumes the primitive mind has this particular character, the advanced has that, and it is due to the genius of the Greeks or the Western Europeans that modern man emerged. But modern man is emerging every day in contemporary Africa, without, I suggest, the total transformation of processes of 'thought' or attributes of 'mind' that existing theories imply. The content of communication is clearly of prime significance. But it is also essential, for social theory and historical analysis, for present policy and future planning, to recall the limitations and opportunities offered by different technologies of the intellect.
